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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the following communication: Amendment to 
application 1 0/787,225 filed May 1 1 , 2007. 

Claims 1-7 have been amended and pending. 
Claims 8-12 have been added and pending. 

Specification 

2. Prior rejection is overcome. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

3. Claims 8, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation " the generated computing task specification" in 
lines 5-6 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation " the group " in line 2 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 10 recites the limitation "generating a computing task" in line 3 of the 
claim, but then only refers to "the computing task". The claim should specify "the 
generated computing task" at lines 3, 5, 9, and 10. The claim also specifies that it 
"encapsulates parameters" in line 4, but then refers to "the parameters". The claim 
should specify: "the encapsulated parameters" in line 6. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 101 

4. Claims 1 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims lack the 
necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine or a manufacture within 
the meaning of 35 USC 101 . They are clearly not a series of steps or acts to be a 
process nor are they a combination of chemical compounds to be a composition of 
matter. As such, they fail to fall within a statutory category. They are, at best, functional 
descriptive material per se. 

In regards to claims 1 and 8, descriptive material can be characterized as either 
"functional descriptive material" or "non-functional descriptive material." In this context, 
"functional descriptive material" consists of data structures and computer programs 
which impart functionality when employed as a computer component". MPEP 2106.01. 
Both types of "descriptive material" are non-statutory when claimed as descriptive 
material perse, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759. When functional descriptive 
material is recorded on some computer-readable medium, it becomes structurally and 
functionally interrelated to the medium and will be statutory in most cases since use of 
technology permits the function of the descriptive material to be realized. Compare In re 
Lowry. 32 F.3d 1679, 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994). "Functional 
interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware 
components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized" is thus 
statutory. MPEP 2106.01 (I). Specifically, as the claims are drafted, there is no 
specified executable interaction between the task specification generator, and the task 
interpreter, and hence it's non-functional. 
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Merely claiming non-functional descriptive material, i.e., abstract ideas, stored on 
a computer-readable medium, in a computer, or on an electromagnetic carrier signal, 
does not make it statutory. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 185-86, 209 USPQ at 8 (noting that 
the claims for an algorithm in Benson were unpatentable as abstract ideas because 
"[t]he sole practical application of the algorithm was in connection with the 
programming of a general purpose computer."). MPEP 2106.01(11). Furthermore, claim 
8 merely recites "A computer-readable medium, including software code", that is 
software per se. 

In regards to claim 2-7, and 9, they do not remedy the base claims issues, 
thus, they are also rejected for the same reason as set forth above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomris the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wookey 
2002/0147974 A1, in view of Paul et al. (hereinafter Paul) 6,466,97261, and further in 
view of Montero et al. (hereinafter Montero) 2005/0204181 Al (art made of record). 
In regards to claim 1, Wookey also teaches: 

executing preboot execution specification, comprising: a computing task specification 
generator (P. 2, [0013], lines 7-10, see create output files). 
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a computing task interpreter; wherein a generated computing task specification[ls]] 
encapsulates[[ing]] parameters dependent on an execution environment (P. 2, [0013], 
lines 7-10, see create output files). 

the generated computing task specification[ls]] [[are]]is polymorphic with respect to the 
encapsulated parameters, as well as to the multiple phases of generating and executing 
preboot execution specification (P. 2, [0013]). It's inherent that the installation is 
"polymorphic" since it's done in numerous stages. In regards to operating in a pre-boot 
environment, most pre-load environment configuration collection for the purpose of 
loading software, occurs pre-boot, since a re-boot has to occur after software is loaded; 
for the loaded software to operate effectively. 

Wookey fails to teach the use of an encapsulated object-oriented polyphase 
language for specifying computing task. However Paul defines machine templates using 
an encapsulated object-oriented polyphase language for specifying computing tasks 
booting (P. 2, lines 48-52, see "machine classes"). 

Wookey and Paul fails to teach the use of the feature which encapsulates 

parameters dependent on an execution environment without knowing the execution 

environment. However, Montero, in the same analogous art of system software 

configuration, defines such a task (P. 2, [0015], lines 17 -18, see "identify and configure 

unknown devices, connected to a network"). 

Accordingly it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 

the time of the invention to modify the systems of Wookey to incorporate the use 

of object-oriented class templates for creating encapsulated object oriented classes, as 

taught by Paul, with configuring unknown devices connected to a network as taught by 
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Montero, because the use of object oriented machine classes, with the combination of 
XML as taught by Wookey (P. 6, claim 5), would offer the advantage of being platform 
independent, as well as incorporate the advantages of object oriented programming, as 
suggested by Wookey (P. 3, [0020], lines 1-13). Said system would teach every 
limitation of claim 1 . 

In regards to claim 2, Wookey teaches: 

executing preboot execution specification comprise: a definition phase, wherein 
computing tasks are defined (P. 2, [0013], lines 7-10, see create output files), 
a generating phase, wherein specifications for the computing tasks are generated (P. 2, 
[0013], lines 7-10, see create output files). 

an execution phase, wherein the specifications for the computing tasks are executed (P. 
2, [0013], lines 12 - 16). In regards to operating in a pre-boot environment, most pre- 
load environment configuration collection for the purpose of loading software, occurs 
pre-boot, since a re-boot has to occur after software is loaded; for the loaded software 
to operate effectively. 

In regards to claim 3, Wookey teaches: 

the behavior of the language itself is polymorphic with respect to the multiple phases of 
generating and executing preboot execution specification. (P. 2, [0013]) and (P. 2, 
[0015], lines 5 - 20). It's inherent that the installation is "polymorphic" since it's done in 
numerous stages. 

In regards to claim 4, Wookey teaches: 

the computing tasks are configured to accomplish image installation (P. 2, [0010], lines 
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In regards to claim 5, Wookey teaches: 

the computing tasks are configured to accomplish platform imaging (P. 2, [0010], lines 
4-6). 

In regards to claim 6, Wookey teaches: 

the computing tasks are configured to_accomplish remote imaging (P. 2, [0010], lines 
4-9). 

In regards to claim 7, Wookey teaches: 

the computing tasks are configured to accomplish remote booting (P. 2, [0015], lines 
18-21). 

Claims 8-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wookey 
2002/0147974 A1, in view of Montero et al. (hereinafter Montero) 2005/0204181 A1 (art 
made of record). 

In regards to claim 8, Wookey also teaches: 

software code, comprising: a computing task interpreter (P. 2, [0013], lines 7-10, see 
create output files). 

computing task specification, wherein the computing task specification encapsulates 
parameters dependent on an execution environment (P. 2, [0013], lines 7-10, see 
create output files). 

the generated computing task specification is polymorphic with respect to the 
parameters, as well as to generating and executing preboot execution specification (P. 
2, [0013]). It's inherent that the installation is "polymorphic" since it's done in numerous 
stages. In regards to operating in a pre-boot environment, most pre-load environment 
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configuration collection for the purpose of loading software, occurs pre-boot, since a re- 
boot has to occur after software is loaded; for the loaded software to operate effectively. 

Wookey fails to teach the use of the feature which encapsulates parameters 

dependent on an execution environment without knowing the execution environment. 

However, Montero, in the same analogous art of system software configuration, defines 

such a task (P. 2, [0015], lines 17-18, see "identify and configure unknown devices, 

connected to a network"). 

Accordingly it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 

the time of the invention to modify the systems of Wookey to incorporate the use of 

configuring unknown devices connected to a network as taught by Montero, because 

such use would offer the advantage of being platform independent as suggested by 

Wookey (P. 3, [0020], lines 1-13). Said system would teach every limitation of claim 

8. 

In regards to claim 9, Wookey teaches: 

the computing task specification is configured to specify a computer task selected fronri 
the group consisting of general imaging, platform imaging, remote imaging, remote 
booting, preboot diagnostics and preboot prepping (P. 2, [0010], lines 4- 9), (P. 2, 
[0015], lines 18 -21). 

In regards to clainn 10, Wookey also teaches: 

generating a computing task specification in a first device (P. 2, [0013], lines 7-10, see 
create output files). 

computing task specification encapsulates parameters dependent on an execution 
environment of a second device; and wherein the computing task specification is 
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polymorphic with respect to the parameters, as well as to the multiple phases of 
generating and executing preboot execution specification (P. 2, [0013], lines 7-10, see 
create output files). It's inherent that the installation is "polymorphic" since it's done in 
numerous stages. In regards to operating in a pre-boot environment, most pre-load 
environment configuration collection for the purpose of loading software, occurs pre- 
boot, since a re-boot has to occur after software is loaded; for the loaded software to 
operate effectively. 

transmitting a computing task interpreter from the first device to the second device, the 
computing task interpreter configured to interpret the computing task specification; and 
transmitting the computing task specification from the first device to the second device 
(P. 2. [0013]). 

Wookey fails to teach the use of the feature which encapsulates parameters 

dependent on an execution environment without knowing the execution environment. 

However, Montero, in the same analogous art of system software configuration, defines 

such a task (P. 2. [0015], lines 17-18, see "identify and configure unknown devices, 

connected to a network"). 

Accordingly it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 

the time of the invention to modify the systems of Wookey to incorporate the use of 

configuring unknown devices connected to a network as taught by Montero, because 

such use would offer the advantage of being platform independent as suggested by 

Wookey (P. 3, [0020], lines 1-13). Said system would teach every limitation of claim 

10. 

In regards to claim 11, Wookey teaches: 
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the first device is a server system (P. 3, [0020], lines 1-5). 

In regards to claim 12, Wookey teaches: 

the second device is a client system (P. 3, [0020], lines 1-5). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1-12 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection, see Montero as applied above. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Correspondence Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Evral Bodden whose telephone number is 571 272 
3455. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 8:30 to 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 571 272 3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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